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Abstract
Keim, Alaina Courtney. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. August/2012. A
Transactional Model of Job Insecurity, Personality, and Coping. Major Professor: Frank
Andrasik.
The current study examines the role personality plays in influencing how people cope
with job insecurity by utilizing the theory of psychological contracts. Specifically, this
study examines the extent to which personality moderates the relation between job
insecurity and coping strategies. Also, the relation between job insecurity and job
attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction and job security satisfaction) are addressed. Lastly, the
possibility that the relation between job insecurity and important organizational outcomes
(i.e., organizational citizenship behavior (OCBs) and counterproductive work behavior)
are moderated by different coping strategies is considered. Participants included
undergraduate students who were employed at least part-time. Results indicate role
conflict and role ambiguity predict job insecurity, job insecurity predicts job satisfaction
and job security satisfaction, emotional stability moderates the relation between job
insecurity and withdrawal coping, and coworker support moderates the relation between
job insecurity and OCBs. Discussed are theoretical implications, limitations, including
the use of cross-sectional data to test a causal model, and directions for future research.

Keywords: job insecurity, personality, coping, job attitudes, organizational citizenship
behavior, counterproductive work behavior
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A Transactional Model of Job Insecurity, Personality, and Coping
According to Danna and Griffin (1999), stress has a direct impact on individual
health and well-being and has been linked to heart disease, mental problems, poor health
behaviors and cancer. In a nationwide report by the American Psychological Association,
61 percent of employees reported that their work was a significant source of stress and 41
percent said they typically feel stressed during the workday (American Psychological
Association, 2009). Stress is not only harmful to employees’ health; it is also harmful to
organizations. Disability claims from stress-related problems such as heart disease or
injuries are obvious costs to an organization, but they are only part of overall stressrelated expenses. Absenteeism, turnover, diminished productivity and medical, legal and
insurance costs, all of which are problems that can be rooted in stress, cost U.S.
organizations more than $300 billion a year (Rosch, 2001). In fact, in a recent survey 51
percent of employees claimed to be less productive on the job because of stress at work
(American Psychological Association, 2009).
Because of the prevalence of stress in the workplace and the dramatic costs
stressors can have on individuals and organizations, researchers continue to study stress
and associated outcomes. Sulsky and Smith (2005) defined stress as, “any circumstance
(stressor) that places special physical and/or psychological demands on an organism
leading to physiological, psychological and behavioral outcomes; [i]f these demands
persist over time, long-term or chronic undesirable outcomes (strains) may result” (p. 6).
Sulsky and Smith note that the appraisal of the stressor is an important piece to the stress
experience. That is, “the stress response must be preceded by the perception that the
stressor is indeed threatening” (Sulsky & Smith, 2005, p. 6). In other words, stress occurs
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when a stressor places unbearable (i.e., threatening) demands on a person, resulting in
both short-term and long-term outcomes. These outcomes are referred to as strains
(Sulsky & Smith, 2005). Though stress is linked to many facets of everyday life, the
current study focuses on occupational, or job-related, stress. Occupational stress can arise
from a number of sources, including factors intrinsic to the job (i.e., shift work), a
worker’s sense of their role in an organization (i.e., role conflict), a worker’s relationship
with his/her colleagues, career development opportunities, the structure and climate of an
organization (i.e., poor communication), and/or the need to manage the links between
work and home obligations (Danna & Griffin, 1999).
The current study focuses on occupational stress and strain and how an
individual’s personality can influence that relation. Specifically, this study examines how
one’s personality dispositions (e.g., assertiveness on the job) can affect how one copes
with stressors on the job (e.g., seeking supervisor support to deal with job insecurity).
The definition of stress provided by Sulsky and Smith (2005) is the definition adopted for
the current study. This definition states that negative outcomes (i.e., strains) occur when
stressors place unbearable burdens on an individual. This implies that when stressors
occur, some individuals are able to bear or cope with these stressors and will therefore
experience less stress while other individuals are less able to cope. The difference
between individuals in their ability to cope with stressors and experience stress could be
explained by personality (i.e., traits and dispositions) (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart,
2007). Personality may affect how individuals cope with various occupational stressors.
One such stressor, which will be the focus of the current study, is job insecurity, or the
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overall apprehension of the continuing of one’s job (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984).
That is, personality may affect how individuals cope with high levels of job insecurity.
The current study aims to determine how personality, coping, and job insecurity
are related and the effect these relationships have on important organizational outcomes
by using the idea of psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1995). A psychological contract
includes the expectations between the employee and employer above and beyond any
formal contract. This contract incorporates the beliefs, values and aspirations of both the
employee and the employer (Smithson & Lewis, 2000). The psychological contract is
based on the belief that “hard work, security and reciprocity are linked” (Smithson &
Lewis, 2000, p. 681). From an employee’s perspective, the psychological contract
guarantees job security, fair wages, benefits, and a sense of self-worth for doing a job
well. The employer obtains and retains dedicated employees who perform their jobs well,
are satisfied in their jobs and who are committed to the organization. When the
psychological contract is intact, the relation between personality, job insecurity, coping
and organizational outcomes is likely to be different than when the psychological contract
is broken.
The remainder of the literature review will 1) define personality, summarize the
literature on personality, stress and strain, and discuss how personality affects coping, 2)
define job insecurity and introduce a transactional model of job insecurity based on
psychological contract theory, 3) summarize the literature on job insecurity, personality
and coping and important organizational outcomes, and 4) offer specific hypotheses
based on the literature review.
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Personality
Personality is a complex construct. Personality is not just the traits that describe a
person, but also involves psychological mechanisms and processes that, together,
influence a person’s interactions with, and adaptations to, the environment within and
around them (Larsen & Buss, 2010). Personality includes an individual’s motivations
(e.g., needs, motives), cognitions (e.g., values, beliefs) and traits (e.g., Extraversion,
shyness) (Code & Langan-Fox, 2001). Personality is often conceptualized into a
hierarchical taxonomy in which lower-level, narrow traits (e.g., competent, orderly) are
subsumed by broad, higher-level traits (e.g., conscientiousness). The taxonomy that has
received the most support and attention in the psychological literature recently is the Big
Five (Larsen & Buss, 2010), which includes Extraversion (outgoing, talkative),
Agreeableness (cooperative, kind), Conscientiousness (organized, orderly), Emotional
Stability, often traditionally referred to as Neuroticism in previous literature, (anxious,
insecure, in its negative form), and Openness (creative, intellectual). The Big Five factors
have been shown to be moderately heritable, suggesting a potential biological or genetic
influence, to be reliable and valid, to include socially important dimensions, and to be
generalizable across different types of measures and cultures (Saucier & Goldberg,
2003). The Big Five is not without criticism, namely the inconsistency across cultures of
at least one of the factors (i.e., openness) and the possibility of other factors beyond the
five indentified (Larsen & Buss, 2010). Despite these criticisms, however, the Big Five
remains a popular and viable taxonomy in psychological research as no other
comprehensive model yet exists which explains personality as accurately (Saucier &
Goldberg, 2003).
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Personality, Stress, and Strain
There are many models that describe the relation between personality, stress, and
strain (for a review see Code & Langan-Fox, 2001). Although a comprehensive review of
this literature is beyond the scope of the current study, a brief review follows. In general,
research in this area purports that personality influences the stress-strain relationship
through influencing how people cope and interpret events and on the events themselves
(Lazarus, 1991). Here, events capable of producing stress occur and are appraised as
threatening or uncontrollable; different coping responses are used and physiological
arousal and illness follow (Larsen & Buss, 2010). Personality is thought to not only
influence how individuals cope and appraise a situation but also influence the situation
itself (Larsen & Buss, 2010). That is, “people choose to be in certain kinds of situations,
they evoke certain responses from those situations…, and they manipulate the people in
those situations, all in ways that may reflect their personalities” (Larsen & Buss, 2010, p.
555-557).
There have been many studies on personality, the stress-strain relation, and health
and well-being outcomes. Much of this research has focused on single personality traits,
such as external locus of control, negative affectivity (NA), and Type-A behavior (i.e.,
competitive, hostile, impatient, Spector, 2003). In general, this research has shown these
single traits to be associated with negative outcomes. Specifically, an external locus of
control has been associated with burnout (De Hoogh & Hartog, 2009); NA has been
associated with poor mental health (Oliver, Mansell, & Jose, 2010) occupational injuries
(Frone, 1998; Iverson & Erwin, 1997) and emotional exhaustion (Houkes, Janssen, Jonge
& Bakker, 2003); and type-A behavior has been associated with absenteeism, accidents,
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reprimands and cardiovascular disease (Booth-Kewley & Friedman, 1987; Evans,
Palsane, & Carrere, 1987).
The Big Five personality traits and their subfacets have also been studied in the
general stress literature. The research on the Big Five and the stress-strain relation has
generally shown low Emotional Stability to be negatively related to health and well-being
and Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Openness to be positively
related to health and well-being (Grant & Langan-Fox, 2007). Although this research is
important, the generalizability of these results to occupational stress remains unclear
(Grant & Langan-Fox, 2007). Therefore the current study is designed to focus on the Big
Five to determine if the results found from research in other areas (e.g., research on
stressful life events) are replicable for occupational stress.
The Big Five personality traits and their subfacets are robust, stable over time,
replicable across formats and languages, and are “the major structure underlying many
existing personality inventories” (Larsen & Buss, 2010, p. 87). The Big Five offers a
large framework for understanding an individual’s personality. As such, the current study
attempts to offer a more comprehensive examination of personality and the stress-strain
relation compared to previous investigations reported in the organizational literature,
which have focused on single personality traits without any understanding of these traits
in any broader framework (e.g., type A personality, locus of control). However, the
current analysis will not just focus on the broader Big Five traits. As suggested by
Chapman (2007) more narrow traits are important because 1) they can tell us about
important individual differences not captured in broad level traits, 2) greater reliability in
broad traits does not ensure greater predictive power, and 3) applying meaning to
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correlations with broad level traits can be difficult because of the subcomponents
comprising those traits. Therefore, the current study focuses on specific subfacets in the
Big Five model while relying on the larger framework of the Big Five to shape the
understanding of the overall model.
Specifically, the current study examines the subfacets of Extraversion and
Emotional Stability because these two traits have been shown to be related to coping and
important organizational outcomes in previous research (e.g., Connor-Smith &
Flachsbart, 2007; Grant & Fox, 2007), making them a good fit for proposed model. As
defined by Costa and McCrae (1992), the trait of Extraversion is broken into six
subfacets: friendliness (interest in and friendliness towards others), gregariousness
(preference for the company of others), assertiveness (social ascendancy and forcefulness
of expression), activity level (pace of living), excitement seeking (need for environmental
stimulation) and cheerfulness (tendency to experience positive emotions). The current
study focuses on three of these subfacets (i.e., assertiveness, activity level and
cheerfulness) because of their applicability to an occupational setting. That is Chapman
(2007) found that similar subfacets of extraversion (e.g., positive affect or cheerfulness)
were related to organizational outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction). Assertiveness is about
leading, taking charge and voicing opinions, all of which are common actions taken on
many jobs. Activity level is about staying busy, managing many things at once and
reacting quickly, which can all be applied to the work setting. Finally, cheerfulness
involves looking on the bright side, laughing and loving life, all of which are appropriate
actions in a work setting.
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Emotional Stability is comprised of six subfacets as well: anxiety (level of free
floating anxiety), anger (tendency to experience anger and related states such as
frustration and bitterness), depression (tendency to experience feelings of guilt, sadness,
despondency and loneliness), self-consciousness (shyness or social anxiety),
impulsiveness (tendency to act on cravings and urges rather than reigning them in and
delaying gratification) and vulnerability (general susceptibility to stress) (Costa &
McCrae, 1992). The current study focuses on three of these (i.e., anxiety, selfconsciousness and vulnerability) because of their applicability to the workplace.
Chapman (2007) found that subfacets of emotional stability (e.g., anxiety) correlated with
job satisfaction. Anxiety deals with general worry and being bothered by events, which
can easily occur on the job and be about work. Self-consciousness is about being easily
irritated and finding it difficult to approach others, also applicable to work. Lastly,
vulnerability is about being overwhelmed by events and not remaining calm under
pressure, which can also be applied to the work setting.
As previously mentioned, personality research has supported a link from
personality to important outcomes; that is, personality is related to various strains.
Personality, however, is not perfectly correlated with certain outcomes. Personality
research does not suggest that being neurotic is necessarily equated to poor health.
Rather, there is an avenue through which the relation between personality and strain
forms; that is, there are some situations in which personality and certain strains are more
closely related than other situations. The avenue through which personality and strains
are related is through coping resources.
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Personality and Coping
Coping is the conscious attempt for one to regulate a stressful environment or
one’s reaction to a stressful environment (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). Coping
includes both cognitive and behavioral attempts to reduce or tolerate demands and
conflicts a person may experience (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). Most measurements of
coping consist of recording the coping activities used by an individual in a stressful
situation without any regard to the quality or effectiveness of those coping strategies;
often these assessments are obtained by using checklists on which individuals indicate if
they have used any of the coping strategies listed (for a review see Sulsky & Smith,
2005). Coping resources and their corresponding measurement tools have been
categorized in numerous ways (for a review see Skinner, Edge, Altman, & Sherwood,
2003). One of the more popular distinctions has been problem- versus emotion-focused
coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Problem-focused coping involves taking steps to
remove or evade a stressor or to diminish its impact and emotion-focused coping involves
minimizing the stress brought on by stressors (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). Seeking
information from supervisors could be an example of problem-focused coping and
withdrawing from the work situation could be an example of emotion-focused coping.
While the problem- and emotion-focused distinction is popular in organizational
literature, it can be problematic in that these two categories are not mutually exclusive
and the same action (e.g., seeking support) could fall into both categories depending upon
the goal of the individual (e.g., obtain advice or emotional support) (Carver & ConnorSmith, 2010).
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Another distinction between coping resources is engagement versus
disengagement coping. Engagement coping involves attempting to deal with a stressor or
any subsequent emotions while disengagement involves escaping the threat or any related
emotions (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). Engagement coping can include problem and
emotion-focused coping, such as cognitive restructuring and acceptance, respectively,
and disengagement is often emotion-focused (e.g., wishful thinking), and not very
effective at reducing stress (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). This categorization of
coping fits well into personality theories because of the emphasis of personality theories
on goal-based behaviors (i.e., behaviors aimed as moving towards or away from a goal)
(Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). Because engagement and disengagement coping could
be mirrored by an intact and broken psychological contract, respectively, this distinction
has been adopted for the current study.
A great deal of research (i.e., hundreds of articles) has examined coping and
personality and a complete review is beyond the scope of the current study. A brief
synopsis, however, is presented in order to help develop a conceptual foundation.
Personality is thought to directly affect coping by constraining or facilitating specific
coping strategies or indirectly by influencing the nature and severity of stressors
experienced or the effectiveness of the coping strategies themselves (Connor-Smith &
Flachsbart, 2007). A recent meta-analysis on personality and coping found that
personality, as measured by the Big Five, was related to broad coping strategies (e.g.,
engagement, disengagement) (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007), supporting a link
between personality and coping in the transactional model. The meta-analysis also found
significant relations between the Big Five personality traits and specific coping strategies.
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Specifically, Extraversion and Conscientiousness predicted certain engagement coping
strategies (e.g., problem solving, cognitive restructuring), Neuroticism predicted certain
disengagement coping strategies (e.g., wishful thinking, withdrawal) and both
Neuroticism and Extraversion predicted support seeking under the broader “engagement
coping” construct (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). These results suggest that the
bandwidth (i.e., the breadth or scope) of the coping strategies in many studies is too broad
and more narrow traits should be the focus in research. In keeping with suggestions by
Chapman (2007) and mirroring the current study’s focus on subfacets of personality
traits, the current study focuses on specific coping strategies (i.e., engagement and
disengagement). For engagement coping, the current study focuses on seeking supervisor
and coworker-support, as these two types of engagement coping strategies are thought to
be moderately prevalent in the workplace. For disengagement coping, the current study
focuses on withdrawal and denial, which are also thought to be common disengagement
coping strategies used in the workplace.
As previously mentioned, engagement and disengagement coping is mirrored by
an intact and broken psychological contract, respectively. If an employee senses a strong
psychological contract with an employer, the employee is likely to actively deal with
potential stressors or any subsequent emotions that may occur. The employee feels safe,
trusts the organization, and thinks problems (i.e., stressors) can be actively addressed “inhouse”. These actions are likely to include seeking support from supervisors and
coworkers who are considered an extension of the organization with which the employee
holds the psychological contract. Disengagement coping is thought to occur when an
employee senses the psychological contract with an employer is broken. In this case the
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employee is less likely to engage with anyone in the organization when stressors occur
and more likely to attempt to escape any threats or subsequent emotions. In this instance
the employee would not feel safe or trusting of the organization and therefore would
withdraw in the presence of stressors or simply shut down emotionally and deny the
stressors exist.
Job Insecurity
Job insecurity was firmly conceptualized in a seminal article by Greenhalgh and
Rosenblatt (1984), who defined job insecurity along two dimensions: (1) the threat of job
loss and (2) the powerlessness to be able to do anything about it. Prior to Greenhalgh and
Rosenblatt, “job security” was typically assessed by a single item as part of larger work
assessments, such as organizational climate (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1975) or job
satisfaction (e.g., Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970). Over time the construct became
measured as “job insecurity” as the labor market became more unstable and the focus of
organizational research was more on job stressors (Sverke, Hellgren, & Näswall, 2002).
Since the Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt article was published, job insecurity research has
flourished in the organizational stress and health literature with more measures and
definitions being presented (for a review see Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). The common
thread through all of this research is the concept that job insecurity is related to the
continuing one’s job and is a subjective phenomenon that can differ between two people
in the same situation.
The current study argues that job insecurity, its predictors, its outcomes and the
variables influencing it can best be explained by using a transactional model predicated
on the theory of psychological contracts (Figure 1). The theory of psychological
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contracts (Rousseau, 1989) states that an employee must believe that his or her efforts are
balanced by what the organization offers (De Witte et al., 2008). If the employee senses
an imbalance, the employee feels the psychological contract is broken, which can lead to
negative effects (De Witte et al., 2008). These negative effects include, but are not
limited to, an employee feeling insecure in his or her job. The current study’s
transactional model, mirrored after as Lazarus and Launier’s (1978) cognitivetransactional model of stress, suggests personality influences the stress-strain relationship
by affecting how people cope and interpret events and on the events themselves. In the
transactional model of stress, events capable of producing stress occur and are appraised
as threatening or uncontrollable; different coping responses are used and physiological
arousal and illness follow (Lazarus, 1991). Personality can influence how individuals
cope and appraise situations and on the situations themselves (Larsen & Buss, 2010). The
model is termed “transactional” because it involves both appraisal and an individual’s
influence on the events themselves; stressful events influence individuals and individuals
influence events (Larsen & Buss, 2010). The reciprocal nature of the relationship
between variables certainly adds complexity to the model, but this complexity is what
potentially makes the model more realistic.
Recently, researchers have begun to draw a distinction between two components
of job insecurity (for a review see Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). These two aspects have
been identified as cognitive (perceived likelihood of job loss) and affective (fear of job
loss) job insecurity (e.g., Borg & Elizur, 1992). Similarly, Probst (2002) suggested a
distinction between job security perceptions (i.e., stability and continuance of one’s job)
and job security satisfaction (i.e., one’s attitudes about that level of security). Although
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job insecurity involves the perception of one’s continuance on the job (e.g., the job’s
certainty, permanence, stability), job security satisfaction involves an individual’s
attitudes or affective reactions (e.g., optimistic, acceptable, worrisome) to his/her level of
job security. In keeping with Hellgren, Sverke, and Isaksson (1999), job insecurity is
more quantitative (perceived permanence of a job) and job security satisfaction is more
qualitative (how one’s level of job insecurity makes one feel). In her validation of the
Job Security Index and the Job Security Satisfaction scale, Probst (2003) found that job
security and job security satisfaction were in fact two separate but related constructs. All
of these researchers agree that job insecurity involves some perception of job loss (i.e.,
cognitive/perceptions) and some affective evaluation of that loss (i.e.,
affective/satisfaction).
The nature of the job insecurity construct mirrors the “appraisal of events” piece
of the transactional model of stress. In the transactional model, the relation between
events (i.e., stressors) and illness (i.e., strain) includes the appraisal/interpretation of
those events as threatening and/or uncontrollable. This appraisal comes from the
perceived imbalance between the demands from these events and the capability of the
person to deal with these demands with the resources he/she has (Sulsky & Smith, 2005).
Similarly, an employee’s level of job insecurity depends on how that person
interprets and evaluates the work environment around them (Jacobson, 1991). According
to Lazarus (1991), in order for stress to occur one has to perceive a threat to his/her goals
(primary appraisal) and then decide that he/she does not have enough resources to cope
with that threat (secondary appraisal). As previously stated, job insecurity involves the
appraisal of the job continuing (primary appraisal) and an affective reaction to that threat
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Attitudes
Antecedents
- Role Conflict
- Role Ambiguity

Job
Insecurity

- Organizational Citizenship Behavior
- Counterproductive Work Behavior

Personality
Emotional Stability
Extraversion

Consequences

-Job Satisfaction
-Job Security Satisfaction

Coping Resources
Engagement
-Supervisor support
-Coworker support
Disengagement
-Denial
-Withdrawal

Figure 1. Current Study’s Proposed Model
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(secondary appraisal). This appraisal can lead to a sense of imbalance by an employee,
who might perceive the psychological contract they have with their employer is broken or
no longer valid. As such, the employee might feel that even if he or she works hard, is
committed to his or her employer, or goes above and beyond assigned duties, there is no
guarantee of continued employment.
Despite job insecurity being a subjective experience, researchers have been able
to identify variables that predict one’s level of job insecurity. Specifically, a recent metaanalysis provided support for the relation between high role ambiguity and role conflict
with higher levels of job insecurity (sample-size corrected correlations .24 and .16,
respectively) (Keim, Landis, & Pierce, 2012). Role ambiguity, which occurs when an
individual does not know his/her responsibilities and goals for the job (Sawyer, 1992),
might lead to a sense of loss of control. Role conflict occurs when workers experience
demands from various sources resulting in increased uncertainty (Ameen, Jackson,
Pasewrk, & Strawser, 1995). Both role ambiguity and role conflict could be seen as an
imbalance in the psychological contract as workers are unsure of how to perform their job
well and be reciprocated for their hard work. This leads to the following hypotheses:

H1: Role ambiguity will be positively related to job insecurity.
H2: Role conflict will be positively related to job insecurity.

Job Insecurity and Job Attitudes
Job attitudes have been presented in models explaining the relation between job
insecurity and important outcomes (see Probst, 2002). Research has shown relations
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between job insecurity and important job attitudes, such as job security satisfaction, job
satisfaction, satisfaction with pay, or satisfaction with coworkers (Grant & Langan-Fox,
2007; Mak & Mueller, 2000; Probst, 2002). In line with psychological contract theory,
those who have greater job insecurity will sense an imbalance with their employer,
leading to lower satisfaction with their jobs and lower satisfaction with their job security.
As such, the current study attempts to replicate the work of Probst (2002) and use the
transactional model to explain the relationship between job insecurity and job attitudes by
testing the following hypotheses:

H3: Job insecurity will be negatively related to job satisfaction.
H4: Job insecurity will be negatively related to job security satisfaction.

While these hypotheses are not completely novel to job insecurity research, they are
relatively new ideas and need to be confirmed by more studies such as the current one.
Job Insecurity and Personality
There is evidence of a relation between personality and job insecurity. A recent
study examined the Big Five and the stressor-strain relation and also measured job-future
ambiguity, which was defined as “a four-item measure of career and job security” (Grant
& Langan-Fox, 2007, p. 25). Therefore, it may be argued that job-future ambiguity is
similar to job (in)security. This study reported a negative relation between job-future
ambiguity and Extraversion and Conscientiousness as well as a positive relation between
job-future ambiguity and Neuroticism (Grant & Langan-Fox, 2007). Also, Extraversion
predicted lower perceived job-future ambiguity, which in turn predicted higher job
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satisfaction (a mediated effect) and Conscientiousness predicted lower role ambiguity,
which in turn predicted higher job satisfaction (an indirect effect) (Grant & Langan-Fox,
2007). These results suggest the importance of considering personality in the stressorstrain relation and lend support to the current study’s proposed model.
Other studies have examined lower-level personality variables and job insecurity.
For example, Näswall, Sverke and Hellgren (2005) examined the moderating role of
personality (Negative Affect (NA), Positive Affect (PA) and external locus of control) on
the relation between job insecurity and its outcomes (i.e., mental health complaints, job
dissatisfaction and job-induced tension). They found a main effect for both personality
and job insecurity on strain and only evidence of an interaction effect of job insecurity
and external locus of control on mental health complaints. The authors point out that
eight of the nine moderating effects tests were non-significant and that few studies have
examined how coping strategies moderate the relation between job insecurity and strain.
Job Insecurity and Coping
Roskies, Louis-Guerin, and Fournier (1993) conducted one of the few studies that
examined job insecurity and coping strategies. More specifically, they studied the extent
to which personality affects how one copes with job insecurity, in particular how positive
or negative dispositions play a role in understanding the impact of job insecurity. Positive
affectivity did have a strong impact on mental health; however, personality only played a
small role in effecting the stress of job insecurity through coping strategies (Roskies et
al., 1993). The authors did not actually incorporate job insecurity measurements in their
analyses but rather divided their sample by “acute” and “long-term job” insecurity based
on the recent activities between two airline companies (i.e., one was stable while they
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other had financial difficulties and layoffs). Also, the two personality variables (NA &
PA) were not measured in both organizations; rather NA was only measured in the
“acute” sample and PA only in the “long-term” sample. Because Roskies et al. (1993)
adopted nonrandom assignment by using intact groups, it is difficult to know how these
groups might have differed in other ways as well. These facts make it impossible to draw
strong conclusions about the overall relations between job insecurity, coping strategies
and personality.
More recently, Mak and Mueller (2000) examined job insecurity, coping
resources and personality. They found main effects for personality (NA/PA), coping
resources (recreation, self-care, social supports & rational/cognitive coping) and job
insecurity on various indicators of strain (vocational, psychological, interpersonal and
physical). On a bivariate level, job insecurity was related to NA but there was no
evidence of a relation between job insecurity and any of the coping strategies measured.
Further analysis showed support for the moderating roles of NA and self-care in the
relation between job insecurity and strain but no support for any of the other coping
resources. The authors suggest that other coping strategies should be considered, which
are more specific to job insecurity, such as supervisor support.
A recent preliminary study (Krischer, 2011) looked at additional job insecurityrelated coping strategies. The author examined different coping strategies (i.e., denial,
venting, positive reappraisal and supervisor and coworker information-seeking) as they
relate to job insecurity and personality (Big Five and self-esteem). Results suggest there
are different profiles in the way people cope with job insecurity distinguished by
personality. Some employees are more detached and do not use any coping strategies,
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others are “talkers” who use all of the coping strategies and other individuals have
profiles that fall somewhere between these two. Both personality (i.e., agreeableness and
emotional stability) and job insecurity differentiate across these different clusters. In
short, job insecurity appears to provide information over and above personality.
However, this study did not measure any outcomes associated with job insecurity or
examine the extent to which personality or coping resources moderate the relation
between job insecurity and its outcomes.
Unlike the traditional transactional model that proposes no moderation, the
current study proposes the link between the appraisal of events (i.e., job insecurity) and
coping strategies is moderated by personality. This approach, while novel to the
transactional model, would provide support for the work of Krischer (2011) and show
that employees with greater job insecurity and certain personality traits employ different
coping strategies.
For example, for engagement coping the current study proposes that employees
who are low on Extraversion would be less likely to use engagement coping strategies
(e.g., seek supervisors and coworkers support) when they feel insecure about their jobs.
Those low on Extraversion are likely to be “wallflowers” who, especially during stressful
times (i.e., high job security), will not be assertive and try to gain information and
support in an attempt to restore the psychological contract they have with their employer.
In contrast, it is expected that employees who are high on Extraversion would employ
engagement coping strategies without regard to their levels of job insecurity. Also,
employees who are high on Emotional Stability would be more likely to employ
engagement coping strategies when they feel insecure about their jobs. Employees who
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are highly neurotic might constantly seek support from coworkers and supervisors
regardless of their job insecurity because they have difficulty dealing with everyday
stresses (Larsen & Buss, 2010) and would constantly seek support because they would be
worried the psychological contract with their employer could be broken at any time.
Therefore the following hypotheses are offered (Figure 2):
H5: Extraversion will moderate the relation between job insecurity and
engagement coping. Specifically, job insecurity will be negatively related to
engagement coping for those low in Extraversion and will be unrelated for those
high on Extraversion.
H6: Emotional Stability will moderate the relation between job insecurity and
engagement coping. Specifically, job insecurity will be negatively related to
engagement coping for those high in Emotional Stability and will be unrelated for
those low on Emotional Stability.

(a)

Extraversion

Neuroticism
--- High E
— Low E

EC

--- Low ES
— High ES

EC

Engagement
JI

JI

(b)
--- High E

--- Low ES

— Low E

Disengagement

DC

— High ES
DC

JI

JI

Figure 2. Hypotheses for Personality Moderating Job Insecurity and Coping
(Note: EC = Engagement Coping; DC = Disengagement Coping; E = Extraversion; ES =
Emotional Stability)
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Personality may also moderate the relation between job insecurity and
disengagement coping strategies. Those who are low on Extraversion are thought to draw
back from the work environment and employ more disengagement coping strategies (i.e.,
denial, withdrawal) when they are experiencing more job insecurity. That is, when
employees who are not outgoing or assertive are experiencing job insecurity, they are
more likely to isolate themselves and keep their emotions to themselves. They may sense
the psychological contract with their employer to be broken and therefore would be less
likely to engage with anyone in the organization. In contrast, those high on Extraversion
will not withdraw or attempt to deny a problem exists, even during times of high job
insecurity. Employees who are highly neurotic and experiencing high levels of job
insecurity are more likely to employ disengagement coping strategies (e.g., denial). This
is because people who are highly neurotic are more likely to self-handicap (create
obstacles to one’s own success (Ross, Canada, & Rausch, 2002) and denying a problem
exists could be one way to self-handicap. Employees who are emotionally stable are not
thought to differ on their infrequent use of disengagement coping strategies regardless of
their levels of job insecurity. As such the following hypotheses are offered (Figure 2):

H7: Extraversion will moderate the relation between job insecurity and
disengagement coping. Specifically, job insecurity will be negatively related to
disengagement coping for those low in Extraversion and will be unrelated for
those high on Extraversion.
H8: Emotional Stability will moderate the relation between job insecurity and
disengagement coping. Specifically, job insecurity will be negatively related to
denial for those low on Emotional Stability and will be unrelated for those high on
Emotional Stability.
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Additionally, personality is thought to influence an event a person experiences by
choosing to participate in and modifying the event itself (Larsen & Buss, 2010). That is,
people do not just react to situations, they evoke certain responses from those events and
manipulate people in those situations in ways that reflect their personalities (Larsen &
Buss, 2010). Personality is also thought to influence the “events” that lead to job
insecurity (i.e., role ambiguity and role conflict). Specifically, higher role ambiguity has
been associated with having less emotional stability and being more introverted and role
conflict has been associated with being less emotionally stable (Grant & Langan-Fox,
2007). In line with the theory of psychological contracts, people who are less emotionally
stable are more likely to perceive their work duties as being ambiguous and conflicting
because they are thought to be less trusting of an organization and less likely to seek out
information (Raja, Johns, & Ntalianis, 2004). Although there has been no research to link
extraversion and psychological contract breach, it is thought that those who are more
extraverted will be more socially engaged at work, communicate more with their
coworkers and supervisors and therefore feel less role ambiguity and role conflict. As
such the current study hypothesizes:
H9: Role ambiguity will be negatively related to extraversion such that those who
report higher levels of role ambiguity are more likely to be introverted.
H10: Role ambiguity will be negatively related to emotional stability such that
those who report higher levels of role ambiguity are more likely to report less
emotional stability.
H11: Role conflict will be negatively related to extraversion such that those who
report higher levels of role conflict are more likely to be introverted.
H12: Role conflict will be negatively related to emotional stability such that those
who report higher levels of role conflict are more likely to report less emotional
stability.
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Job Insecurity and Its Outcomes
Previous research has focused on the outcomes of job insecurity in two main
categories: individual health and well-being and organizational outcomes. Regarding the
consequences of job insecurity on individuals, studies have shown a negative relation
between job insecurity and psychosomatic complaints, depression, nervousness, fear,
sadness, guilt, pleasure and self-confidence, which are all considered to be manifestations
of poor mental health (van Vuuren, Klandermans, Jacobson, & Hartley, 1991). In two
comprehensive meta-analyses (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Sverke, Hellgren, & Näswall,
2002), job insecurity was found to be negatively related to psychological health and
physical health. In addition, van Vuuren et al. (1991) found evidence that job insecurity
can affect an employee’s mental health.
Recent research has also focused on the outcomes of job insecurity with respect to
important organizational variables. Sverke et al. (2002) and Cheng and Chan (2008)
found job insecurity to be negatively related to job satisfaction, trust, and job
involvement. Cheng and Chan (2008) also found that job insecurity was negatively
related to job performance. In addition, research has shown a negative relation with job
insecurity and organizational commitment (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Sverke et al., 2002; van
Vuuren et al., 1991) and job insecurity has been positively associated with turnover
intentions (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Sverke et al., 2002).
Although much research has focused on important organizational outcomes of job
insecurity, two related constructs, organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) and
counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs), have not been thoroughly examined, but
seem to fit nicely into the transactional model from a psychological contract perspective.
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That is, a breach in the psychological contract erodes the trust a worker has with an
organization, which in turn reduces that worker’s identification with the organization and
the desire to engage in behaviors that benefit the organization (Restubog, Hornsey,
Bordia, & Esposo, 2008). Therefore, the current study focuses on these two important
constructs.
OCBs are regarded as behaviors that are not officially recognized or rewarded but
which typically benefit an organization (Dalal, 2005). These include sharing ideas with
coworkers and praising the organization to others. OCBs have been linked to important
organizational constructs, such as higher productivity, reduced costs and higher customer
satisfaction (Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009). CWBs are behaviors in
which employees engage that are harmful to their employers or the people with whom
they work (Bowling & Eschleman, 2010). Examples of CWBs from the literature include
theft, absenteeism, harassment or drug use at work. CWBs have also been linked to
important outcomes, such as organizational losses from the cost of employee theft
(Murphy, 1993; Vardi & Weitz, 2004).
Research has shown that employees with greater job insecurity are less likely to
engage in OCBs (Reisel, Probst, Chia, Maloles, & König, 2010) and to put effort into
producing quality work (King, 2000). From a psychological contract perspective, this
makes sense. If an employee feels that the psychological contract with their employer is
broken, they may think that working hard, doing their job, or helping coworkers does
nothing to guarantee future job security and therefore will not engage in discretionary
behaviors that benefit the organization. When employees believe that their employer will
offer them what has been promised (e.g., job security, fair wages and benefits) they
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employees may be more likely to engage in a wider range of citizenship behaviors (Hui,
Lee, & Rousseau, 2004).
Job insecurity has also been linked to an increase in non-compliant job behaviors,
such as absenteeism and tardiness (Lim, 1996), but has also been linked to fewer CWBs
in another study (Probst, Stewart, Gruys, & Tierey, 2007). Although on the surface these
two studies might seem contradictory, further analysis in one study sheds light on this
discrepancy. The relation between job insecurity and CWB was exacerbated when
employees were placed under work situations with less work-based (i.e., supervisor and
coworker) support and almost nonexistent under high work-based support (Lim, 1996).
This suggests that employees who use fewer engagement coping strategies (e.g., low
supervisor support) and who are high in job insecurity are more likely to engage in
CWBs. That is, employees who are high in job insecurity and use fewer coping strategies
are likely to perceive the psychological contract with their employer to be broken and are
less likely to trust or identify with the organization and engage in any discretionary
behaviors. Employees who use more engagement coping strategies are not thought to
differ in their CWBs regardless of their levels of job insecurity.
Employees who use fewer engagement coping strategies who have high levels of
job insecurity are less likely to engage in OCBs. These individuals are likely to sense the
psychological contract is broken and do not trust or identify with the organization enough
to warrant engaging in any discretionary behaviors. Employees who use more
engagement coping strategies will perceive the psychological contract with the
organization is intact and therefore their levels of OCBs will not change regardless of
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their job insecurity. OCBs and CWBs could be considered to be responses to effective
and ineffective coping, respectively (Cullen & Sackett, 2003).
The current study suggests that the relations between job insecurity and its
outcomes (i.e., OCBs and CWBs) are moderated by coping resources. The proposed
moderation is a slight deviation from the transactional model, but more accurately
reflects previous literature (e.g., Cullen & Sackett, 2003; Lim, 1996). As such the
following hypotheses are offered (Figure 3):

H13: Coping resources will moderate the relation between job insecurity and
CWBs. Specifically, job insecurity will be positively related to CWBs for those
who use fewer engagement coping strategies and will be unrelated for those who
use more engagement coping strategies.
H14: Coping resources will moderate the relation between job insecurity and
OCBs. Specifically, job insecurity will be negatively related to OCBs for those
who use fewer engagement coping strategies and will be unrelated for those who
use more engagement coping strategies.

--- High EC
— Low EC

JI

--- High EC
— Low EC

JI

OCB

CWB

Figure 3. Hypotheses for Coping Moderating Job Insecurity and its Outcomes
(Note: EC = engagement coping; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior; CWB =
Counterproductive Work Behavior)

While these hypotheses are not novel, it is important to replicate the findings of
previous research to offer support for the current study’s proposed model.
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Organizational Citizenship Behaviors, Counterproductive Work Behaviors and Job
Satisfaction
A recent meta-analysis (Dalal, 2005) and other studies (e.g., Marcus & Wagner,
2007; Spector, Bauer, & Fox, 2010) have found evidence of a negative relation between
CWBs and job satisfaction and OCBs positively linked to job satisfaction. Explained in
terms of psychological contract theory, employees respond to unsatisfying work
conditions by seeing the psychological contract as “broken” and therefore engaging in
anti-organization behaviors because of those unsatisfying conditions; when conditions are
satisfying, employees do engage in positive discretionary behaviors (Dalal, 2005). The
proposed model aims to replicate these findings and will test the following hypotheses:

H15: Job satisfaction will be positively related to OCBs.
H16: Job satisfaction will be negatively related to CWBs.

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors, Counterproductive Work Behaviors and Job
Security Satisfaction
To date, no published studies have examined the relation between OCBs or
CWBs and job security satisfaction. However, job security satisfaction has been shown to
be related to other important outcomes, such as lower turnover intentions, fewer health
complaints and less psychological distress (Probst, 2002). Because OCBs are related to
important outcomes such as turnover and job satisfaction (Podsakoff et al., 2009) and
CWBs are also related to turnover (Richards & Schat, 2011), it is expected that relations
will be found between OCBs and CWBs and job security satisfaction. Employees who
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feel their job security is sufficient or satisfactory will be more likely to engage in
discretionary behaviors beneficial to an organization because they feel the psychological
contract with the organization is sound and intact. When individuals sense the
psychological contract is broken and feel less satisfied with their job security, they might
be more likely to engage in CWBs because they feel less obligated to the organization.
Therefore, the current study aims to add to the transactional model by testing the
following hypotheses:

H17: Job security satisfaction will be positively related to OCBs.
H18: Job security satisfaction will be negatively related to CWBs.

Method
Participants
Participants were 225 undergraduates at a large, urban university participating in
research for course credit. Participants were employed at least part-time (20 hours a
week) in any type of occupation in order to be included in the study.
Measures
Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity. Role conflict and role ambiguity were assessed
as predictors of job insecurity, a relation that has been reported in many individual
studies (e.g., Ameen et al., 1995; Ashford, Lee, Bobko, 1989; Probst 2003) as well as
meta-analysis (Keim et al., 2012). Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman’s (1970) measure of role
conflict (items 3, 5, 7, 8, 10-12, & 14) and role ambiguity (items 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, & 13) were
used for the current study. Rizzo et al.’s measure has shown evidence of convergent and
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discriminant validity (Netemeyer, Johnston, & Burton, 1990). Scores range from 8 to 40
and 6 to 30 for role conflict and role ambiguity, respectfully, with higher scores
indicating more role conflict and role ambiguity.
Job insecurity. Job insecurity was measured with the Job Security Index (JSI)
(Probst, 2003). The JSI lists 9 adjectives and small phrases to which respondents indicate
on a 3-point scale (yes, ?, no) if the adjectives/phrases describe the future of their job.
Examples of adjectives and phrases include “unpredictable”, “can depend on being here”
and “stable”. In her validation of the JSI, Probst (2003) found the scale to be reliable (α =
.97). Using item response theory and classical test theory analyses, Probst found the JSI
to show discriminant and criterion related validity. Higher scores on the JSI are taken as
an indication of greater job security. Scores range from 0 to 3 with 3 indicating high job
insecurity.
Personality. Emotional Stability and Extraversion were measured using items
from the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP). The IPIP is a scientific collaborative
website which contains many personality inventories (see Goldberg et al., 2006, for a
review). The inventory used by the current study is from IPIP and based on the Big Five
factor structure from Costa and McCrae's NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) (Costa
& McCrae, 1992). The Emotional Stability scale includes three subfacets (i.e., anxiety,
self-consciousness, and vulnerability) and includes 10 short phrases for each of the three
subscales for a total of 30 items. Examples of these phrases include “worry about things”,
“am easily intimidated” and “panic easily”. Respondents used a 5-point response format
(1 = very inaccurate; 5 = very accurate) to indicate the extent to which the statements
describe themselves. Higher scores are indicative of greater Neuroticism. These subscales
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by Goldberg for Neuroticism (i.e., anxiety, self-consciousness, and vulnerability) have
been shown to be reliable (α = .83, .80, and .82 respectively) and valid (Goldberg, 1999).
Possible scores range from 10 to 50 for each subscale.
The Extraversion scale includes 10 short phrases for each of the three subfacets
(i.e., assertiveness, activity level and cheerfulness) for a total of 30 items. Examples of
these phrases include “take charge”, “am always busy” and “radiate joy”. Respondents
used a 5-point response format (1 = very inaccurate; 5 = very accurate) to indicate the
extent to which the statements describe themselves. Higher scores are indicative of more
Extraversion. These subscales by Goldberg for Extraversion (i.e., assertiveness, activity
level and cheerfulness) have been shown to be reliable (α = .84, .71, and .81
respectively) and valid (Goldberg, 1999). Possible scores range from 10 to 50 for each
subscale.
Coping Resources. Engagement coping was assessed by measuring supervisor and
coworker support and disengagement coping was assessed by measuring denial and
withdrawal. All were measured using the COPE (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989).
Slight modifications were made to the items in the current study to increase applicability
to a workplace setting. The supervisor and coworker support scales were from the
subscales “Seeking social support for instrumental reasons” and “seeking support for
emotional reasons”. The measures used for the current study substituted “supervisor” and
“coworker” (for the supervisor and coworkers scales, respectively) for the word
“someone” in the original scales. For example, the original measure read, “I talk to
someone to find out more about the situation” and the measures for the current study
read, “I talk to my supervisor/coworkers to find out more about the situation”. The
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supervisor and coworker support scales consist of 8 items each. Possible scores range
from 8 to 24 for both supervisor and coworker support with higher scores indicating more
support.
The denial subscale consists of 4 items. An example of an item is, “I act as though
it hasn’t even happened”. The withdrawal scale consists of 4 items from the “behavioral
disengagement” subscale of the COPE. An example item includes, “I admit to myself that
I can’t deal with it, and quit trying”. Possible scores for denial and withdrawal range from
4 to 16 with higher scores indicating more disengagement coping.
Respondents indicated the extent to which they usually do what is described in
each statement. In their analysis of the COPE, Carver et al. (1989) found the subscales
(Seeking social support-instrumental, Seeking social support-emotional, Denial and
Behavioral disengagement) to exhibit acceptable reliabilities (α = .75, .85, .71 and .63,
respectively). Although these reliabilities are somewhat low, research has supported the
COPE’s factor structure and the COPE has shown convergent and discriminant validity
with other coping measures (Clark, Bormann, Cropanzano, & James, 1995).
Job Security Satisfaction. Job security satisfaction was measured with the Job
Security Satisfaction scale (JSS) (Probst, 2003). The JSS is a 9-item measure that lists
adjectives and phrases. Respondents use a 3-item scale (yes, ?, no) to indicate if the
adjectives/phrases reflect how they feel about their job security. Examples of phrases and
adjectives are “never been more secure”, “looks optimistic”, and “excellent amount of
security”. The scale has been shown to be reliable (α = .96) (Probst, 2003). Using item
response theory and classical test theory analyses, Probst also found the JSS to show
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discriminant and criterion related validity. Higher scores on the JSS are taken as
indication of greater job security satisfaction and possible scores range from 0 to 3.
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with the 3-item General
Satisfaction scale from the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire Job
Satisfaction Subsacle (MOAQ-JSS) (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979). Two
items are positively worded (“All in all I am satisfied with my job”; “In general, I like
working here”) and one item is negatively worded (“In general, I don’t like my job”). In
line with Spector, Bauer, and Fox (2010), respondents used a 6-point response format (1
= strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree) to indicate the extent to which each statement
accurately describes their feelings about their job. This measure has demonstrated
acceptable reliability (α = .88) (Spector et al., 2010). Higher scores are indicative of
greater job satisfaction and possible scores range from 3 to 18. The MOAQ-JSS has
shown to be a reliable and valid measure of job satisfaction (Bowling & Hammond,
2008).
Organizational Citizenship Behavior. OCB was measured through a slightly
modified version of a measure developed by Smith, Organ, and Near (1983). The 16-item
measure consists of phrases that describe discretionary behaviors performed on the job.
Example items are, “I help others who have been absent” and “I orient new people even
though it is not required”. Respondents indicated how characteristic each statement is
about themselves. In order to be consistent and concise, instructions and response items
from the coping resource measure were used. In their analysis of the OCB measure,
Smith et al. (1983) identified two factors, altruism (items 1, 3, 5, 7, 12, 13, 16) and
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generalized compliance (items 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15), which showed acceptable
reliabilities (α = .91, and .81, respectively). Possible scores range from 16 to 96.
Counterproductive Work Behavior. CWB was measured using an adaptation of
the Bennett and Robinson (2000) scale. The scale includes items that describe
counterproductive behaviors towards both an organization and towards individuals.
Example items include, “come in late to work without permission” (organizational) and
“acted rudely toward someone at work” (interpersonal). Respondents indicate how often
they have engaged in these behaviors in the last year. Because the length of the scale is
rather long (28 items), the current study used the eight items that load the highest (i.e.,
factor loadings of at least .55) on both the organizational and interpersonal deviance
factors from the Bennett and Robinson (2000) analysis for a total of 16 items.
Reliabilities for the subscales have been reasonable (α = .81, and .78, respectively)
(Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Possible scores range from 16 to 96.
Social Desirability. Stöber’s (2001) Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17) was
used to assess the extent to which participants answered questions in a socially desirable
way. The SDS-17 has shown evidence of both convergent and discriminant validity and
acceptable reliability (α = .74 to .84) (Stöber, 2001). Possible scores range from 0 to 10.
Procedures
IRB approval for use of human subjects was obtained before data collection
commenced (Appendix A). Participants were recruited through a human participants pool
and were offered course extra credit. Participants were prescreened to ensure they were
employed part-time (i.e., at least 20 hours per week) in any occupation. Pre-screened
participants were given a link to the current study’s online survey and an informed
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consent to participate in the study. The informed consent assured the participants of their
anonymity, confidentially and right to withdraw from the study at any time. They then
completed each of the primary study scales followed by items related to demographic
characteristics (e.g., age, gender, industry, if they live independently from their parents).
After completion of the survey questions, which took between 30 to 60 minutes,
participants were told the survey was over and thanked for their time.
Results
Before conducting primary analyses, item-level data were screened for missing
values and univariate outliers. Composite scores were then computed for each scale and
data were screened for multivariate outliers and violations of fundamental assumptions
(e.g., normality, linearity, etc.). Following the data cleaning phase, analyses of the
psychometric characteristics of the primary scales were conducted. Finally, all primary
analyses associated with the study hypotheses were conducted.
Data Cleaning
No variables were missing scores for more than 1.0 percent of cases. According to
boxplots for each variable, one case was flagged as an outlier for two composite variables
(OCB and role ambiguity). Also, six cases were identified as multivariate outliers based
on the Mahalanobis Distance (MD) scores which contained significant χ2 values at p <
.001. One of these six cases was previously identified as a univariate outlier. These six
cases were deleted from future analyses because removing these outliers can reduce the
probability of both Type I and Type II errors (as cited by Osborne & Waters, 2002).
Lastly, 2 cases were flagged for not meeting the minimum requirement for hours worked
per week. In total, eight cases were deleted leaving a final sample size of 217.
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There was evidence that many variables were not normally distributed.
Specifically, using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test for normality flagged the
following variables as nonnormal: denial D(215) = .19, p < .05, withdrawal , coworker
support D(215) = .09, p < .05, supervisor support D(215) = .10, p < .05, CWB D(215) =
.13, p < .05, assertiveness D(215) = .09, p < .05, activity level D(215) = .07, p < .05, job
satisfaction D(215) = .16, p < .05, job insecurity D(215) = .16, p < .05, job security
satisfaction D(215) = .17, p < .05, OCB D(215) = .06, p < .05, self-consciousness D(215)
= .06, p < .05, role conflict D(215) = .06, p < .05, and role ambiguity D(215) = .08, p <
.05. Specifically for the job insecurity measure (i.e., JSI), there was a ceiling effect with
many people (N ~ 60) reporting being very secure in their jobs. Overall extraversion,
cheerfulness, overall neuroticism, and anxiety all had nonsignificant K-S statistics,
suggesting these variables were normally distributed. Despite the results from the tests of
normality, no transformations were made to the data as transformation of data might
improve univariate nonnormality but may not be helpful in improving structural equation
models as it might lead to an under identified model or poor model fit (Gao, Mokhtarian,
& Johnston, 2008). Therefore, nontransformed scores were used as their meaning is more
clear-cut and definitive.
Psychometric Analyses
Before testing hypotheses, the factor structure of each of the measures was
assessed. Separate confirmatory factor analyses were conducted on each scale to confirm
their relatively strong psychometric evidence from previous research.
Role Conflict. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) for a one-factor model
showed excellent fit for the role conflict measure, χ2(20) = 35.37, p > .05, comparative fit
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index (CFI) = .99, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .06; 90% CI =
.02, .09). Additionally, each item in the role conflict measure had significant factor
loadings (i.e., Beta weights).
Role Ambiguity. CFA for a one-factor model for role ambiguity also showed
excellent fit, χ2(9) = 12.67, p > .05, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .04; 90% CI = .00, .09.
Additionally, each item in the role conflict measure had a significant factor loading.
Job Insecurity. Model fit for a one-factor model for Job Security Index (JSI) was
less than ideal, χ2(27) = 175.87, p < .01, CFI = .86, RMSEA = .16; 90% CI = .14, .18.
However, each of the items of the JSI had significant factor loadings, suggesting a one
factor solution.
Personality. The CFA for a one-factor model for Extraversion was less than ideal.
χ2(402) = 1339.18, p < .01, CFI = .69, RMSEA = .10; 90% CI = .10, .11. For the Activity
level subfactor, three items did not have significant factor loadings. Also, one item for
Cheerfulness had a non-significant and low factor loading (.19). The correlations between
each of the subfactors were also quite low (r = .33 to .44).
The CFA for a one-factor model for Neuroticism was also less than ideal, χ2(374)
= 1201.32, p < .01, CFI = .74, RMSEA = .10; 90% CI = .09, .11. Some of the items for
Neuroticism had low factor loadings (.30 to .38), but all of the items had significant
factor loadings. In addition, the correlations between the subfactors were high (.67 to
.89).
Coping Resources. Engagement coping includes both supervisor support and
coworker support. The overall model fit for engagement coping as one factor was less
than ideal, χ2(103) = 866.46, p < .01, CFI = .74, RMSEA = .18; 90% CI = .17, .19.
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However, each item did significantly load onto the factor. Additionally, the model fit for
a one-factor structure for coworker support was also less than ideal, χ2(20) = 230.16, p <
.01, CFI = .82, RMSEA = .22; 90% CI = .19, .24, as was a one-factor structure for
supervisor support, χ2(20) = 306.88, p < .01, CFI = .79, RMSEA = .25; 90% CI = .23,
.28. However, for each of the CFAs for engagement coping, each item significantly
loaded onto the respective factor and no truly “bad” (i.e., nonsignificant) items were
identified.
Disengagement coping includes both denial and withdrawal coping strategies. The
CFA for a one-factor model for Denial showed excellent fit, χ2(2) = 1.80, p > .05, CFI =
1.00, RMSEA = .00; 90% CI =.00, .13, with all items significantly loading onto the
factor. Withdrawal also showed good fit, χ2(2) = 11.29, p < .05, CFI = .97, RMSEA =
.14; 90% CI = .07, .23, with all items significantly loading onto the one-factor model.
Job Security Satisfaction. The job security satisfaction scale showed less than
ideal model fit, χ2(20) = 164.41, p < .01, CFI = .81, RMSEA = .18; 90% CI = .16, .21.
However, each of the 8 items for the JSS loaded significantly on the one-factor model.
Job Satisfaction. CFA confirmed a one factor structure for job satisfaction χ2(0) =
0.0, p < .XX, CFI = 1.0, RMSEA = .49; 90% CI = .45, .54, with each item significantly
loading on the one factor.
Organizational Citizenship Behavior. The overall model fit for a one-factor model
for OCBs was less than ideal, χ2(104) = 358.44, p < .01, CFI = .72, RMSEA = .10; 90%
CI =.09, .12. Several of the items (4, 8, 10, & 12) for this measure had low factor
loadings. After deleting the non-optimal items (i.e., low factor loadings), the model fit
slightly improved, χ2(54) = 156.71, p < .01, CFI = .86, RMSEA = .09; 90% CI =.08, .11.
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Smith et al. (1983) identified two factors in their measure of OCB--Altruism
(items 1, 3, 5, 7, 12, 13, 16) and Generalized Compliance (items 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14,
15). A confirmatory principal components analysis with a forced 2-factor solution
provided partial support for the two factors they identified. Specifically, for the current
study items 1, 3, 5, 7, 12 and 13 loaded on one factor and items 4, 8, 10, 11, and 13
loaded on another factor. However, items 2, 6, 9, and 16 loaded on both factors.
Counterproductive Work Behavior. The overall model fit for a one-factor model
for CWBs was also less than ideal, χ2(104) = 467.10, p < .01, CFI = .67, RMSEA = .13;
90% CI = .11, .14, and a number of items were identified as nonsignificant. After deleting
the identified nonsignificant items (i.e., low factor loadings), the model fit slightly
improved, χ2(77) = 331.36, p < .01, CFI = .73, RMSEA = .12; 90% CI =.11, .14, but
remained insufficient.
Bennet and Robinson’s (2000) CWB measure includes both organizational and
interpersonal subscales. A confirmatory principal components analysis with a forced 2factor solution partially supported the two factors. Specifically, items 1, 2, 5, 7, 11, and
15 loaded onto the organizational factor and items 3, 4, 6, 8, 13, 14, and 16 loaded on the
interpersonal factor, mirroring the findings of Bennet and Robinson (2000).
Overall, despite the less than ideal factor structure for some of these measures,
composite scores were used for subsequent analyses as each measure had sufficient
reliabilities and there was no theoretical reasoning for changing the measures used.
Specifically for the Extraversion, CWB and OCB measures, dropping those items which
did not significantly load onto the latent factor did not improve overall model fit.
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Therefore, to keep the integrity of the measures intact, these three measures were also
kept in their original form.
Hypothesis Testing
Means, standard deviations, reliabilities and intercorrelations are reported in
Table 1. Note the directionality for job insecurity and emotional stability reflects the
measures used (job security index and neuroticism, respectfully).
Given the nature of the proposed hypotheses, results are presented first for
individual predictions followed by the results of a test of the full model. In support of the
first hypothesis, participants who reported greater role ambiguity were more likely to
report lower levels of job security (r = -.25, p < .01). Also, in support of the second
hypothesis, participants who reported greater role conflict were more likely to report less
job security (r = -.24, p < .01). In support of the third hypothesis, participants who
reported greater job security were more likely to have higher job satisfaction (r = .34, p <
.01). Additionally, in support of the fourth hypothesis, participants who reported greater
job security were more likely to report higher job security satisfaction (r = .65, p < .01).
Hypothesis 5 stated that extraversion would moderate the relation between job
insecurity and engagement coping, which was tested with both supervisor support and
coworker support. Specifically, job insecurity was predicted to be negatively related to
engagement coping for those low in extraversion and unrelated for those high on
extraversion. Results indicated no evidence that the interaction between extraversion and
job insecurity was significant in predicting supervisor support (β = .51, p > .05, ∆ R2 =
.01, p > .05). Also, the interaction between extraversion and job security did not predict
coworker support (β = -.32, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p > .05).
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities and Intercorrelations for Main Variables
Variable

Mean

SD

RA

RC

JSI

JSS

JobSat

Extra

Neurot

Ssupp

Csupp

Denial

Wthdr

OCB

RA

23.83

3.39

(.77)

RC

21.55

5.77

0.31

(.79)

JSI

2.06

0.93

-0.25

-0.24

(.90)

JSS

2.16

0.86

-0.29

-0.22

0.65

(.86)

JobSat

13.58

3.75

-0.40

-0.33

0.34

0.36

(.86)

Extra

107.35

14.96

-0.25

-0.01

0.23

0.25

0.19

(.89)

Neurot

75.58

20.00

0.14

0.11

-0.21

-0.23

-0.08

-0.46

(.94)

Ssupp

16.50

6.63

-0.17

-0.06

0.13

0.09

0.18

0.12

0.05

(.92)

Csupp

18.26

6.19

-0.18

-0.08

0.07

0.06

0.20

0.12

0.17

0.66

(.91)

Denial

6.23

2.47

0.07

0.08

-0.12

-0.08

-0.15

-0.15

0.16

0.05

0.02

(.82)

Wthdr

30.66

13.08

0.25

0.21

-0.10

-0.12

-0.17

-0.27

0.40

-0.02

0.05

0.37

(.84)

OCB

72.46

10.07

-0.37

-0.15

0.15

0.13

0.27

0.43

-0.32

0.19

0.19

-0.16

-0.33

(.81)

CWB

30.66

13.08

0.12

0.19

-0.09

-0.10

-0.21

-0.03

0.17

0.06

0.07

0.09

0.23

-0.26

(.85)

SocD

6.01

2.29

-0.11

-0.12

0.05

0.00

0.16

0.11

-0.33

-0.04

-0.10

-0.02

-0.18

0.22

-0.42

Note. SD = standard deviation; RA = role ambiguity; RC = role conflict; JSI = job security index; JSS = job security satisfaction; JobSat = job
satisfaction; Extra = extraversion; Neurot = neuroticism; Ssupp = supervisor support; Csupp = coworker support; Wthdr = withdrawal; OCB =
organizational citizenship behavior; CWB = counterproductive work behavior; SocD = social desirability; Reliability estimates are located on the
diagonal; correlations above .13 are significant at p < .05; correlations above .17 are significant at p < .01.

41

CWB

SocD

(.71)

There was also no support for Hypothesis 5 when looking at specific subfactors of
extraversion (Table 2). The interaction between activity level and job security did not
predict supervisor support (β = .75, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .02, p > .05). Also, the interaction
between activity level and job security did not predict coworker support (β = .43, p > .05,
∆ R2 = .01, p > .05). The interaction between assertiveness and job security did not
predict supervisor support (β = .08, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .00, p > .05), nor did the interaction
between assertiveness and job security predict coworker support (β = -.50, p > .05, ∆ R2 =
.01, p > .05). Lastly, the interaction between cheerfulness and job security did not predict
supervisor support (β = .45, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p > .05), or coworker support (β = -.01, p
> .05, ∆ R2 = .00, p > .05).

Table 2
Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Extraversion on
Job Insecurity and Engagement Coping
Criterion
Ordered Predictors
Step 1 β Step 2 β ∆R2
Supervisor Support 1. Extraversion (E)
.09
-.05 .01
Job Security (JS)
.11
-.34
2. E X JS
.51
Coworker Support

1. Extraversion (E)
Job Security (JS)
2. E X JS

.94
.07

.18
.35
-.32

.00

Supervisor Support

1. Activity Level (Act)
Job Security (JS)
2. Act X JS

.02
.13

-.24
-.53
.75

.02

Coworker Support

1. Activity Level (Act)
Job Security (JS)
2. Act X JS

.07
.08

-.08
-.30
.43

.01

(Table continues)
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Table 2
Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Extraversion on
Job Insecurity and Engagement Coping
Supervisor Support 1. Assertiveness (Assert)
-.02
-.05 .00
Job Security (JS)
.14
.08*
2. Assert X JS
.08
Coworker Support

1. Assertiveness (Assert)
Job Security (JS)
2. Assert X JS

-.04
.10

.16
.51
-.50

.01

Supervisor Support

1. Cheerfulness (Ch)
Job Security (JS)
2. Ch X JS

.20*
.10

.07
-.30
.45

.01

Coworker Support

1. Cheerfulness (Ch)
Job Security (JS)
2. Ch X JS

.19*
.05

.22
.14
-.10

.00

Note. N = 217
* p < .05

Additionally, examination of the subfactors of neuroticism (vulnerability, anxiety
and self-consciousness) did not lend support for the sixth hypothesis (Table 3).
Specifically, the interaction between vulnerability and job security did not predict
supervisor support (β = -.34, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p > .05). The interaction between
vulnerability and job security did not predict coworker support (β = -.28, p > .05, ∆ R2 =
.01, p > .05). The interaction between anxiety and job security in predicting supervisor
support was nonsignificant (β = -.23, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .003, p > .05). The interaction
between anxiety and job security in predicting coworker support was nonsignificant (β =
-.40, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p > .05). Lastly, the interaction between self-consciousness and
job security was nonsignificant (β = -.18, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .002, p > .05).
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Table 3
Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Neuroticism on
Job Insecurity and Engagement Coping
Criterion
Ordered Predictors
Step 1 β Step 2 β ∆R2
Supervisor Support 1. Neuroticism (A)
.07
.23 .01
Job Security (B)
.15*
.43
2. A X B
-.30
Coworker Support

1. Neuroticism (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.20*
.13

.35* .004
.39
-.29

Supervisor Support 1. Vulnerability (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.05
.14*

.25
.44*
-.34

.01

Coworker Support

.19*
.12

.36*
.37
-.28

.01

Supervisor Support 1. Anxiety (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.06
.15*

.18 .003
.35
-.23

Coworker Support

.18*
.12

.40*
.48
-.40

Supervisor Support 1. Self-Consciousness (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.08
.15*

.18 .002
.31
-.18

Coworker Support

.14*
.11

.15 .000
.12
-.01

1. Vulnerability (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

1. Anxiety (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

1. Self-Consciousness (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

Note. N = 217
* p < .05
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.01

Hypothesis 7 predicted that extraversion would moderate the relation between job
insecurity and disengagement coping. Specifically, job insecurity was predicted to be
negatively related to disengagement coping for those low in extraversion and unrelated
for those high on extraversion. The results testing hypothesis seven are seen in Table 4.
There was no indication of a significant interaction between job security and extraversion
in predicting denial as a coping strategy, (β = .88, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .02, p > .05). There was
no indication that a significant interaction between job security and extraversion
predicted withdrawal coping (β = .57, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p > .05).
In addition, no support was found for any of the subfactors of extraversion. The
interaction of activity level and job security predicting denial was nonsignificant (β = .44,
p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p > .05). The interaction of activity level and job security predicting
withdrawal was nonsignificant (β = .30, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .002, p > .05). There was no
evidence of the interaction of assertiveness and job security predicting denial (β = .45, p
> .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p > .05) or withdrawal (β = .26, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .002, p > .05). Lastly,
there was no evidence of the interaction of cheerfulness and job security predicting denial
(β = .64, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p > .05) or withdrawal (β = .35, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .004, p >
.05). Contrary to Hypothesis 7, extraversion did not moderate the relation between job
insecurity and disengagement coping.

Table 4
Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Extraversion on
Job Insecurity and Disengagement Coping
Criterion
Ordered Predictors
Step 1 β
Step 2 β
∆R2
Denial
1. Extraversion (A)
-.14*
-.37*
.02
Job Security (B)
-.07
-.86*
2. A X B
.88
(Table continues)
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Table 4
Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Extraversion on
Job Insecurity and Disengagement Coping
Withdrawal

1. Extraversion (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

-.28*
-.02

-.43*
-.52
.57

.01

Denial

1. Activity Level (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

-.12
-.09

-.27
-.48
.44

.01

Withdrawal

1. Activity Level (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

-.10
-.07

-.21
-.33
.30

.002

Denial

1. Assertiveness (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

-.07
-.09

-.25
-.46
.45

.01

Withdrawal

1. Assertiveness (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

-.23*
-.03

-.33*
-.25
.26

.002

Denial

1. Cheerfulness (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

-.12
-.08

-.31*
-.65
.64

.01

Withdrawal

1. Cheerfulness (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

-.25*
-.03

-.35*
-.34
.35

.004

Note. N = 217
* p < .05

Hypothesis 8 predicted that emotional stability would moderate the relation
between job insecurity and disengagement coping. Specifically, job insecurity was
predicted to be negatively related to disengagement coping for those low on emotional
stability and unrelated for those high on emotional stability. Results from testing
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hypothesis eight are listed in Table 5. There was no evidence of an interaction effect
with overall neuroticism and job security moderating denial, (β = -.04, p > .05, ∆ R2 =
.00, p > .05). However, the interaction of job security and overall neuroticism did predict
withdrawal coping as a disengagement coping strategy, (β = -.62, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .02, p <
.05).
Looking at the specific subfactors of emotional stability, the interaction between
vulnerability and job security predicting denial was nonsignificant (β = -.15, p > .05, ∆ R2
= .001, p > .05). However, the interaction between vulnerability and job security
predicting withdrawal coping was significant (β = -.56, p < .05, ∆ R2 = .02, p < .05).
There was no evidence of an interaction between anxiety and job security in predicting
denial (β = .13, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .001 p > .05) or withdrawal (β = -.36, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01,
p > .05). Lastly, the interaction between self-consciousness and job security predicting
denial was nonsignificant (β = -.06, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .00, p > .05). However, the interaction
of self-consciousness and job security predicting withdrawal was significant (β = -.56, p
< .05, ∆ R2 = .02, p < .05).

Table 5
Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Neuroticism on
Job Insecurity and Disengagement Coping
Criterion
Ordered Predictors
Step 1 β Step 2 β ∆R2
Denial
1. Neuroticism (A)
.12
.15
.00
Job Security (B)
-.08
-.04
2. A X B
-.04
Withdrawal

1. Neuroticism (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.40**
-.003
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.73** .02*
.56*
-.62*
(Table continues)

Table 5
Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Neuroticism on
Job Insecurity and Disengagement Coping
Denial
1. Vulnerability (A)
.14*
.23 .001
Job Security (B)
-.08
.05
2. A X B
-.15
Withdrawal

1. Vulnerability (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.40**
-.01

.73**
.47*
-.56*

.02*

Denial

1. Anxiety (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.07
-.10

.01
-.21
.13

.001

Withdrawal

1. Anxiety (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.33**
-.03

.52**
.30
-.36

.007

Denial

1. Self-Consciousness (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.12
-.09

.16
-.03
-.06

.000

Withdrawal

1. Self-Consciousness (A)
Job Security (B)
2. A X B

.34**
-.02

.67**
.48*
-.56*

.02*

Note. N = 217
* p < .05. ** p < .01

The interaction of job security and overall neuroticism, as well as the subfactors
of self-consciousness and vulnerability, significantly predicted using withdrawal as a
coping strategy. Plotting the interaction shows that those high on neuroticism were more
likely to disengage and use withdrawal as a coping strategy when job insecurity is high
(Figure 4). Those low on neuroticism were less likely to use withdrawal coping strategies
when job insecurity is high. These results provide partial support for Hypothesis 8.
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Neuroticism Moderating Job Insecurity and Withdrawal Coping
8

7

Withdrawal Coping

6

5

High Neuroticism
Low Neuroticism

4

3

2

1

0

Low Job Insecurity

High Job Insecurity
Job Insecurity

Figure 4. Neuroticism Moderating Job Insecurity and Withdrawal Coping

Role ambiguity was significantly related to extraversion (r = .25, p < .01) and
neuroticism (r = -.14, p < .05). In support of Hypotheses 9 and 10, those who reported
more role ambiguity were more likely to report being introverted and neurotic. Contrary
to Hypotheses 11 and 12, role conflict was not related to extraversion (r = -.01, p > .05)
or neuroticism (r = .11, p >.05).
Hypothesis 13 stated that coping resources would moderate the relation between
job insecurity and CWB. Specifically, job insecurity was predicted to be positively
related to CWB for those who employed fewer engagement coping strategies and
unrelated for those who used more engagement coping strategies. There was no evidence
that the interaction of job security and supervisor support predicted CWBs, (β = -.18, p >
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.05, ∆ R2 = .002, p > .05). Additionally, there was no evidence that the interaction of job
insecurity and coworker predicted CWB, (β = -.12, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .001, p > .05).
Contrary to hypothesis 13, engagement coping did not moderate the relation between job
insecurity and CWB.
Hypothesis 14 predicted that coping resources would moderate the relation
between job insecurity and OCB. Specifically, job insecurity was predicted to be
negatively related to OCB for those who used fewer engagement coping strategies and
unrelated for those who used more engagement coping strategies. The interaction of job
security and supervisor support predicting OCB was nonsignificant (β = .38, p > .01, ∆ R2
= .02, p > .05). There was evidence that the interaction of job security and coworker
support predicted OCB (β = .54, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .02, p < .05). Plotting this interaction
shows that for those participants who reported using coworkers for support more were
less likely to engage in OCBs when job insecurity was high while those who reported
using coworkers less for support, engaging in OCBs was unchanged between low and
high job insecurity (Figure 5). Of note, this significant interaction is opposite from that
predicted, contrary to Hypothesis 14.

50

Job Insecurity and OCBs moderated by Coworker Support
78

76

OCBs

74

High coworker support
Low coworker support

72

70

68

66

Low Job insecurity

High Job insecurity
Job insecurity

Figure 5. Coworker Support Moderating Job Insecurity and OCBs

Although not specifically hypothesized, the interactions of job security and
disengagement coping strategies (i.e., denial and withdrawal) in predicting OCBs and
CWBs were tested. There was no evidence that the interaction of job security and
withdrawal coping predicted OCB (β = .18, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .00, p > .05) or CWB (β = .24,
p > .05, ∆ R2 = .01, p < .05). Also, there was no evidence that the interaction of job
security and denial predicted CWB (β = -.16, p > .05, ∆ R2 = .00, p < .05). However, there
was evidence of a significant interaction of job security and denial predicting OCB (β =
.46, p < .05, ∆ R2 = .02, p < .05). Plotting this interaction shows that for participants who
reported using denial coping more were less likely to engage in OCBs when job
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insecurity is high; for those participants who used less denial coping, engaging in OCBs
was unchanged when job insecurity was high or low (Figure 6).

75

74

73

OCB

72
High Denial
Low Denial

71

70

69

68

67
Low Job Insecurity

High Job Insecurity
Job Inecurity

Figure 6. Denial Moderating Job Insecurity and OCBs

There was support for both Hypothesis 15 and 16, specifically that job satisfaction
was positively related to OCB (r = .27, p < .05) and negatively related to CWB (r = -.21,
p < .05). People with expressed greater job satisfaction were more likely to report
engaging in organizational citizenship behaviors and less likely to report engaging in
counterproductive work behaviors. There was also support for Hypothesis 17, which
predicted that job security satisfaction would be positively related to OCB (r = .13, p <
.05). People who were more satisfied with their job security were more likely to engage
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in organizational citizenship behaviors. No significant relation was found between
satisfaction with job security and engaging in counterproductive work behaviors (r = -.10,
p > .05), offering no support for Hypothesis 18.
A summary of the findings from hypothesis testing are listed in Table 6.

Table 6
Summary Findings of Hypothesis Testing
Hypothesis Predicted Relation
H1
Role ambiguity positive relation job insecurity
H2
Role conflict positive relation job insecurity
H3
Job insecurity negative relation job satisfaction
H4
Job insecurity negative relation job security
satisfaction
H5
Extraversion moderate relation job insecurity and
engagement coping
H6
Emotional stability moderate relation job
insecurity and engagement coping
H7
Extraversion moderate relation job insecurity and
disengagement coping
H8
Emotional stability moderate relation job
insecurity and disengagement coping
H9
Role ambiguity negatively related to extraversion
H10
Role ambiguity negatively related to emotional
stability
H11
Role conflict negatively related to extraversion
H12
Role conflict negatively related to emotional
stability
H13
Coping resources will moderate the relation
between job insecurity and CWBs.
H14
Coping resources will moderate the relation
between job insecurity and OCBs.
H15
Job satisfaction will be positively related to
OCBs.
H16
Job satisfaction will be negatively related to
CWBs.
H17
Job security satisfaction will be positively related
to OCBs.
H18
Job security satisfaction will be negatively related
to CWBs.
Note: * Withdrawal coping; ** Coworker support
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Supported Significant
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes*

Yes*

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

No
No

No
No

No

No

No

Yes**

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Model Testing
The overall fit of the proposed model, Model 1, was less than ideal, χ2 = 4434.13,
CFI = .06, RMSEA = .41; 90% CI = .40, .42. Despite the less than ideal fit of the model,
a number of path coefficients for the proposed model were significant. Based on the
significant path coefficients and the significant hierarchical regressions from hypothesis
testing, Model 2 (Figure 7), which focuses on disengagement coping (i.e., denial coping),
was tested. The overall fit of Model 2 was also less than ideal, χ2 = 1201.49, CFI = .11,
RMSEA = .52; 90% CI = .50, .55. Additionally, based on the significant path coefficients
from Model 1 and the significant hierarchical regressions from hypothesis testing, Model
3, which focuses on withdrawal coping and coworker support as the coping strategies,
was tested (Figure XX). This model also showed poor fit, χ2 = 1410.85, CFI = .13,
RMSEA = .38; 90% CI = .36, .39, despite having significant parameter estimates for very
path except coworker -> OCB, which was marginally significant (p = .06).

JobSat
JSI

JSS

Neuro
OCB

Denial

Figure 7. Model 2 Focusing on Denial Coping, Neuroticism and OCB
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Figure 8. Model 3 Focusing on Coworker support, Neuroticism and OCB

Discussion
In summary, partial support was found for the proposed model. Higher levels of
role conflict and role ambiguity were associated with increased job insecurity. Individuals
who reported experiencing more demands from various sources on the job and who did
not have clear goals for their job were more likely to experience more job insecurity.
Perhaps when role conflict and role ambiguity is high, workers feel the psychological
contract with their employer to be out of balance. That is, when workers experience
competing demands on the job, employees might feel that the organization has failed to
fulfill its promises (i.e., job security for doing the job well). As expected, job insecurity
was negatively related to job satisfaction and job security satisfaction. These findings
support those of Probst (2002), who proposed a link between perception of job insecurity
and important job attitudes, such as satisfaction on the job and satisfaction with one’s
level of job insecurity. Additionally, these findings are in line with psychological contract
theory. Higher levels of job insecurity are likely to lead to less job satisfaction and job
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security satisfaction, reflecting the emotional and affective state which results from a
violation of the psychological contract (Zhao, Wayne, Glibkowski, & Bravo, 2007).
There was no evidence to support extraversion moderating the relation between
job insecurity and engagement coping or disengagement coping. There was no indication
that individuals who are very extraverted cope with job insecurity differently than
individuals who are very introverted. The lack of evidence of a moderating relationship
could be due in part to the use of only three subscales of the overall extraversion factor.
Perhaps other subscales of extraversion (e.g., gregariousness) would have resulted in
evidence of moderation. Additionally, the measurement model for extraversion was less
than ideal. The relatively poor measure(s) of extraversion used for the current study
makes it difficult to find a moderating relation if in fact one exists.
Additionally, there was no evidence of neuroticism moderating the relation
between job insecurity and engagement coping. There was no indication that individuals
who are less emotionally stable use supervisor support or coworker support when job
insecurity is high compared to individuals who are more emotionally stable. However,
there was evidence of emotional stability, and the subfactors or self-consciousness and
vulnerability, moderating the relation between withdrawal coping and job insecurity.
Those individuals who are less emotionally stable are more likely to withdraw as a
coping strategy when job insecurity is high and those who are more emotionally stable
are less likely to withdraw when job insecurity is high. This supports the theory of
psychological contracts in that those individuals who are less emotionally stable and
experiencing high job insecurity are likely to feel their psychological contract with their
employer to be violated and are more likely to withdraw as a way to cope.
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There was evidence to support the predicted relations between role ambiguity and
personality. That is, higher levels of role ambiguity were related to lower levels of
extraversion and higher levels of emotional stability. This provides partial support for the
transactional model of job insecurity in that personality (i.e., extraversion and emotional
stability) does seem to influence the “events” leading to job insecurity (i.e., feeling
ambiguous about your job).
The proposed model also predicted that coping resources would moderate the
relation between job insecurity and organizational outcomes (i.e., OCBs and CWBs).
Engagement coping did not moderate the relation between job insecurity and CWB.
However, there was evidence of engagement coping moderating the relation between job
insecurity and OCB. Specifically, participants who reported using coworkers for support
more were less likely to engage in OCBs when job insecurity was high. Although
opposite from what was predicted, this finding is supported by Bandura’s social leaning
theory which states that people’s attitudes and behaviors are influenced by those around
them through the modeling of others’ behaviors (Bandura, 1977). In the workplace, it is
thought that, “people learn the behavioral norms of the workgroup by working with and
watching their coworkers” (Bommer, Miles, & Grover, 2003, p. 182). Perhaps
participants are engaging in fewer OCBs during times of high job insecurity because they
are mirroring what their coworkers (i.e., their coping resources) are doing. In fact,
research has shown that the mean level of OCB for other members of one’s workgroup
accounts for a significant amount of an individual’s OCB (Bommer et al., 2003). This
significant moderation does provide partial support for a transactional model of job
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insecurity. Coping resources do affect how workers perform on the job when their job
insecurity is high.
Finally, higher levels of job satisfaction were associated with more OCBs and
fewer CWBs. Those participants who reported being happy with their jobs were more
likely to indicate they engaged in behaviors which benefit the organization. Also, those
participants who indicated they were more satisfied with their job security were more
likely to engage in OCBs. This supports the theory of psychological contracts in that
participants who are happy with their jobs and have trust in their employer are more
likely to sense the psychological contract to be intact and therefore more willing to
engage in beneficial behaviors. However, there was no evidence that having more job
security satisfaction is related to engaging in fewer CWBs. It could be that the relation
between these two constructs does exist but the measurement issues associated with the
CWB measure made it difficult to find evidence of the relation.
In summary, there was partial support for the proposed model of job insecurity.
There was a significant relation between job insecurity, its antecedents and its outcomes.
Additionally, personality (i.e., emotional stability) did moderate the relation between job
insecurity and coping resources (i.e., withdrawal coping). Finally, coping resources (i.e.,
coworker support) did moderate the relation between job insecurity and its outcome (i.e.,
OCBs).
Limitations and Future Directions
There are certain limitations to the current study, including the use of crosssectional data in testing a causal model. Although use of a cross-sectional design does not
allow for strong statements of causality, longitudinal research has shown support for a
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causal model of job insecurity where job insecurity leads to negative health outcomes
(Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995; Ferrie, Shipley, Marmot, Stansfeld, & Smith, 1998; Hellgren
& Sverke, 2003). Therefore, it could be argued that the evidence provided by this study
would be consistent with the directionality and temporal nature of the relations found in
longitudinal studies on job insecurity, providing support for the proposed model.
However, future research on job insecurity should include more longitudinal studies in
order to test the true nature of the relations between variables in the model.
Additionally, many of the scales used in the current study had significant
measurement issues. Combined with the issues of method bias from only using selfreport data, it is difficult to be certain what the true relations are between the constructs
studied. Future research should utilize better scales for these constructs and consider
using multiple methods to measure them.
There are many different coping strategies that can be applied to the workplace
(and only four were measured for the current study). Future research should further
investigate the relations between job insecurity, personality and coping by examining
other coping or personality constructs. Only three subfacets of each personality factor
were analyzed in the current study. Future research could include other subfacets of
extraversion and neuroticism. Other potential coping resources that could be added
include problem solving, cognitive restructuring or wishful thinking, all of which have
shown significant relations with personality variables (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart,
2007). Future research could further investigate the relations between job insecurity,
personality and coping by examining other personality and coping constructs.

59

Additionally, the sample for the current study included undergraduate students
who worked a mean of 26.97 hours per week (SD = 7.01). It could be that this sample is
not representative of the larger working population in the U.S., specifically for full-time
employees. Being a temporary employee has been linked to higher levels of job
insecurity (e.g., Kinnunen & Nätti, 1994). This may be because temporary employees are
not as attached to an organization as permanent employees (Näswall & De Witte, 2003).
Or perhaps it is because these employees are not as protected by the organization as their
full-time counterparts (Sparks, Faragher, & Cooper, 2001). Temporary workers may also
feel that their job contract is somehow a reflection of their psychological contract,
suggesting the organization has less interest in them. Because the current sample
contained mostly part-time employees, the relations observed in the current study
between job insecurity, personality and coping might be unique to this sample. Future
research should study these variables using full-time employees to better understand the
constructs and their relations with each other.
Despite these limitations, the current study advances what we know about job
insecurity and its relation with personality and coping. Personality does influence how
employees cope with job insecurity and, in turn, engaging in certain coping strategies
affects organizational outcomes. The current study also offers researchers suggestions for
future research endeavors, including expanding the operationalization of the main
constructs in the model to include more concepts. Finally, this study supports the notion
that the relations between these psychological constructs are often complex and nuanced.
Therefore, there is much we do not know about these constructs and much more work
needs to be conducted.
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